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cause it was incompatible with the proceedings of parliament, In tkc
early part of the session ; secondly, became it could not go beyond
the resolution of a former committee; and* thirdly, because he
thought it ought fo be grounded on a petition jrom the subscribers.

The Speaker informed him, that in regard to the first objection.,
the rule of the house was, that no two resolutions, nor any two Mils
contradictory to each other, could be passed in the same session. It
remained for the house to decide, whtther this resolution was contra-
dictory, or only explanatory or supplementary, as in the latter in-
stances, the honorable baronet's objections would not apply. In re-
gard to the second objection, the honorable baronet did not appear
to have understood the practice of the house, since a committee of
ways and means, or the house,, might approve any resolution for ex-
tending the grants of a former committee, with this exception, that
no addition^ burdens could be imposed, except in the land-tax*
And, in regard to the third objection, a petition might with pro-
priety have been presented though not without a recommendation
from the crown, but that did not preclude any oilier mode. This was
a transaction between the public and an individual; and if it was
disadvantageous to the individual, it was not irregular to propose',
that he should not be held to the original bargain. Here he had to
observe, as a stro?ig proof of the power to make such a proposition,
that in case a petition was moved to be presented, and the crown re-
fused its recommendation, it was in the power of any member after-
wards to bring forward a motion to the same effect. The only objec-
tion, therefore, which admitted of doubt was thcfirst; and he left it
to the decision of the house, ichcther this resolution was contradictory9
or explanatory, or supplemental ?

Mr. SHERIDAN said, he listened with great defe-
rence to the opinion of the chair, and he assented to
the statement given on two of the objections; he
thought, however, that the resolution was contradic-
tory to former resolutions in this session of parlia-
ment, as it went to alter an agreement and bargain
already made, and to make terms contrary to that
bargain sanctioned by an act of parliament. Had
it been attempted to take part of the profit from
the contributors, ^ould there have been no objec-
tion on the point of form ? He should be sorry, how-
ever, if the question were to be got rid of merely by
a point of form ;^fbr never was there a case of more
rank depravity, or one that more strongly deserved
the name of an iniquitous job, than this transaction.
He hoped, that from the impression made out of
by the'arguments against the measure, and